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The Leaven of the Sadducees 


E HAVE just finished reading “The Leaven of the Sadducees,” by 

Ernest Gordon. It is an amazing exposé of conspiracy against the 
Christian Church. At times it lays bare conscious dishonesty upon the 
part of some of the conspirators. It will make clear to any intelligent 
reader (what really intelligent people know already) that Modernism, or 
Liberal Christianity, is really UNITARIANISM. It will also make clear 
to any intelligent reader that the educational foundations of America, and 
the great inter-denominational movements and enterprises are almost with- 
out exception corrupted by Unitarian influence, and are joined in a secret 
assault upon the very fundamental truths of Christianity. 

Here are some of its allegations: 

1, That Unitarianism is often consciously atheistic, having in numerous 
instances abandoned belief in a personal God. 

2. That men who hold Unitarian beliefs have remained in the great 
Protestant denominations after they had realized their total lack of 
sympathy with the denominational point of view. That in several instances 
these men have openly stated that they did this to promote their own 
Unitarian beliefs under cover; a boring from within process. (Gordon 
gives names and places.) 

3. That the Religious Education Association is dominated by the 
Unitarian and atheistic point of view. Such personalities as Elliot, Kent, 
Coe, Leuba, Peritz, are included among its directors, lecturers and advisors. 
Gordon says most of the Unitarian leaders are members of this Association. 

4, The appropriateness of teaching bald Atheism to our youth has been 
presented before this Association. 

5. This Association is undertaking to guide our Church educational 
program through the COUNSEL OF CHURCH BOARDS OF 
EDUCATION. It is undertaking to influence our denominational colleges 
in their religious courses and to influence also projected inter-denomina- 
tional schools of religious education in the state universities. 

6. This Association is also undertaking to influence the Sunday School 
movement of America, and has been doing so most effectively. 
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As a member of the Methodist Episcopal Church, or Church, 

South, heartily confessing the common Christian Creeds (under- 

stood-in their plain meaning as outlined in the Articles of 

Religion of my Church), and endorsing the avowed purposes 

of the Methodist League for Faith and Life I desire member- 
’ ship in its body. 


Name... 


Official Relation 


(Preacher, Sunday-school Teacher, Steward, Trustee—State which) 
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The minimum membership fee is $1.00, of which 75c is set apart to pay for one year's 

subscription to the League Paper. 
A contributing membership has been provided for in the payment of $10, $25, $50 and 

$100, based upon the amount you desire to invest in this cause. 

Make checks payable to CHARLES K. HADDON, Treasurer 
Address all communications to METHODIST PE eCUr FOR FAITH AND LIFE 
x 27, Haddonfield, N. J.. 
Mailing Address, i708 Arch Street, Philadelphia, Pa., Room 212 


7. College after college, founded with express devotion to the common 
Christianity of the creeds, has been perverted to the baldest unbelief 
(Gordon gives the wills of donors, and the present teachings of the schools 
responsibly stated). 

8. Charles Foster Kent, prominent in Y. M. C. A. and Sunday School 
circles, is presented as denying the miracles of Jesus as well as His resur- 
rection. He is quoted as having said: ‘One might as well believe in the 
wool of the lamb as in the blood of the Lamb.” (Gordon presents Dr. 
Kent’s teachings in his own words.) 

9. Dr. Gordon quotes Dr. Foster, Secretary of the Council of Church 
Boards of Education, to the effect that the council or some other such 
body must create schools of religious education connected with the great 
universities, where a scientific theology can be developed free from 
antiquated ecclesiastical dogmas. He says it will take a great deal of money, 
for these schools must be made independent of unnecessary sectarian attack. 

In the face of these revelations of dominating Unitarian influences cor- 
rupting our schools and also the Boards of Education it must be evident 
that the only defense of the Church is to discontinue contributions until 
this unholy alliance is entirely dissolved, and our officials operate our 
schools independently of Unitarian advisors, and in accordance with the 
established laws of the Church. 

But by all means get Gordon’s book and read it. You may not like its 
statements. You may be able to disprove them, or to offset them; but 
you will not be able to do it with loose talk about the spirituality of men, 
or by tearful sentences about the fear of dissention or division. Gordon’s 
book is big artillery; sentimentalities will have about as much effect upon 
its solid statements as cap pistols would have had at Gettysburg. 


“The Leaven of the Sadducees,” by Ernest Gordon 
The Bible Institute Colportage Association 
826 North LaSalle Street, Chicago, Il. 
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An Illustration of the Pain and Confusion Being 
Wrought by the Course of Study 


HE letter printed below came to the League from the west under the 

date of June 26, 1926. Its description of a summer school conducted 
under the supervision of the Commission on Courses of Study is enough 
to make any serious-minded man stop and think. Has the Church any 
right so to bewilder and burden the hearts of its young ministry? The 
Modernist will probably say, “Yes; such confusion is only growing pains.” 
The Evangelical will say, “No; it is utterly unprincipled and selfish.” But 
what will the pacifist say? If he says what he thinks he will say, “I’m 
sorry; but I’m afraid to do anything.” It was so the weak-hearted men 
spoke in 1776; but patriots left them to their indecision, and went for- 
ward to build the Republic. It was so Erasmus spoke in 1517; but Luther 
and the Reformers purified the Church, and gave to the world the mightiest 
religious movement of the centuries. Here is the letter—what will you do 
about it? 

“DEAR Doctor: 


“I do not wish to burden you with difficult problems, but I write for a 
little advice. I note with a great deal of pleasure that you are doing all you 
can to rid the Church of atheistical teachings. God bless you. 

“T was a student at Taylor University a few years ago, and since leaving 
there have been preaching in—(this)—Conference. I was accepted last year 
on trial. This year I went to summer school at—(the named location) —I 
came back to my charge heart broken and very much discouraged at the 
attitude and teachings which are being forced down the throats of young 
preachers: laughing at the Articles of Religion of the Church of which they 
are ordained Elders; laughing at the miracles of Jesus our blessed Lord; 
making mockery of the blood of Christ. I ask what is a young preacher 
to do? Sit still while they ridicule and make mockery of the word of God, 
or take issue with them? I ask for advice. Shall one fight these critics of 
the Church, or leave the Church and preach in some other denomination? 

“Just about a year ago I visited an old college chum of mine at Garrett 
Biblical Institute. I went to several classes and took notes as to what was 
said. I would be glad to forward these to you if you could use them in your 
fight to rid the Church of false teachers and books. 

“I would appreciate very much a line from you as to what you would 
advise one to do, and whether or not you could use these statements taken 
in the various classes.” 


The young student’s use of the word “atheistical’’ will be noticed with 
amazement; but it is not overdrawn. God is constantly being presented 
as so immanent in the universe, as to lose his personality and transcendence. 
This is Pantheism or at least pantheizing ; and it has the religious value of 
Atheism. It is a fact, and it is already worked out in the older 
Unitarianism, that the denial of the supernatural cannot stop short of 
Atheism. Ata recent Unitarian Conference (May, 1921) it was asserted 
“that the thought of God will have to go, that the long evolution of the 
idea of God is to end in no idea at all, and that the future belongs to an 
atheistic humanism.” (Dodson criticizing the Western Conference, quoted 
from “The Leaven of the Sadducees” by Gordon). 

This would be more effective if the names were not deleted. We sup- 
press them for the sake of the young man. If men will mock at the con- 
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stitution and law of the Church to which they have pledged themselves, 
they would not be inclined to show large brotherliness toward a young 
man who opposed them, and revealed their practice. We are reminded of 
the case published some time since, where a theological professor called 
a student before him and criticized him severely for making public the 
teachings of the class room saying, “You have acted the part of a spy 
in doing this.” Men who do wrong have a way of resenting it when they 
are detected. So the names are deleted, but the original letter is filed in 
the League office and can be produced when needed. 


The Editor of the “Call” Reviews Professor Lewis’ 
Book at the Pittsburgh Preachers’ Meeting 


ON MONDAY, June 14th, the Editor of the Catt was the speaker 
before the Pittsburgh Preachers’ Meeting. His subject was Pro- 
fessor Edwin Lewis’ volume “Jesus Christ and the Human Quest.” The 
readers of the Carr will be interested in the discussion which followed 
participated in by several of the leading ministers of our Church in that 
section. 

The reviewer classified Professor Lewis’ position as frankly Unitarian. 
After some appreciative paragraphs ten criticisms were made as follows: 


Criticism of Dr. Lewis 

1. Professor Lewis has no real Incarnation. He denies true God-head 
to Jesus. 

2. He criticizes the familiar Christology because it involves the problem 
of relating the Infinite to the Finite in respect of time and place. 

3. He criticizes the familiar Christology as making Jesus an automaton, 
and as playing into the hands of Materialistic evolution. 

4. He takes an indefinite and mediating attitude upon the Virgin Birth. 
His position does violence to the New Testament facts. As mediating, 
his interpretation cannot be scientific. 

5. Having denied a real Incarnation, which at once secures and explains 
the uniqueness of Jesus, he undertakes to secure and explain this Christian 
fact on other grounds. . His effort seems wholly to fail. Since for him 
Jesus is only a somewhat superior human being who achieved Christ- 
hood, there is no reason why He should not be frequently reproduced, and 
the author, though he tries desperately, does not succeed in making one out. 
His idea of the universality of Christ is similarly meager when stood 
beside the New Testament doctrine. For him Christ is universal simply 
as the fullness of that eternal divine ideal partly realized in man. The 
New Testament goes far beyond this and sees Christ as universal because 
he wrought out a universally sufficient redemption on the cross. 

6. He characterizes the Christology of the creeds as obviously false 
and as saved from being blasphemous only by its evident sincerity (330). 

7. His attitude toward the Scriptures is halting. 
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8. He fails to grasp the deeper significance of sin and punishment. 

9, His doctrine of the Cross repudiates just what is most characteristic 
and precious in this great New Testament truth. 

10. His basis for Christian fellowship is latitudinarian, and in being so 
ignores the wisdom of all the Christian centuries. 

These criticisms were sustained by numerous citations; and the radical 
departure of Professor Lewis from the point of view and Gospel defined 
and established in Methodism was pointed out. There was nothing 
ambiguous about the reviewer’s presentation, and those who had read the 
book were in complete agreement with him as to its teaching. Only one 
attempt was made to present a different conception of Professor Lewis’ 
positions, and this was by a minister who had read the volume only in 
part, and who was dependent for his estimate of it upon a conversation 
with Dr. Lewis, and upon some hasty dips into its pages here and there. 
When his right to interpret the volume was challenged because he had not 
read it, he replied in substance: “I read some at the beginning, some in 
the middle and some at the end, and I think I know its real teaching 
better than the reviewer of the morning.” But instead of running ahead 
of our story we will go back and give an outline of the discussion as it 
occurred. Where quotation marks are used they represent the precise 
words of men taken down while they were speaking, other parts are given 
with absolute accuracy and most of the time with substantial verbal exact- 
ness. The account was written within five hours of the close of the 
discussion. 


Dr. C. W. Tinsley 


Dr. C. W. Tinsley, a Modernist, was the first to reply to the speaker 
of the morning. He endorsed without reservation the justice and 
accuracy of the review. He said, Professor Lewis’ book “does depart 
from the standards.” Having said this, Dr. Tinsley, of course, took the 
side of the book, himself repudiating the standards. Said he: ‘The 
only thing a standard can do is to stand, and we must progress.” Later 
on in his discussion he was even more definitely hostile to our doctrinal 
standards, saying: the standards are not authoritative and no minister is 
pledged to believe or preach them. How Dr. Tinsley worked this out in 
view of the very definite provisions of the Constitution and Discipline we 
leave for him to say. 


Dr. S. G. Noble 


The second speaker was Dr. S. G. Noble, an Evangelical. He said that 
the review had revealed a condition that filled him with alarm. He spoke 
of the contradiction between belief in the God-hood of Jesus and the 
Modernist portrait of Jesus as errant, now being taught in our Church. 

The third speaker was a young man educated under Professor Lewis at 
Drew. He did not discuss the book, he simply testified to his high appre- 
ciation of his teacher’s character and intellect ; but this was not, of course, 
the subject under consideration. 
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Dr. A. E. Day 


The fourth speaker is difficult to classify, it was Dr. A. E. Day of Christ 
Church. He is with perfect frankness a disciple of the current Modernist 
trend. He claims not to be a Pragmatist in philosophy; but he makes 
large use of the value judgment in his thinking. In listening to him 
one inevitably gets the feeling that Dr. Day is following the tradition 
of a school, and that he has not measured the ultimate consequence of the 
views which he is announcing. Dr. Day is a young man of fine spirit and 
transparent sincerity; but his intellectual atmosphere impresses you as 
being that of the schools rather than of the desperate passion and need 
of life. He pronounced the review an exceedingly fair and able statement 
of Professor Lewis’ position. He thought it would be advantageous to 
the Modernist point of view to have it widely presented before ministerial 
gatherings. ] 

He criticized the point of view of the reviewer as rationalistic because, 
said he, “it restricts life to a set of phrases born in a remote yesterday.” 
Day felt that life defied definite statement. Particularly he objected to 
the reviewer’s insistence upon following Nicea, and stating the Incarna- 
tion in terms of being. The divinity of Jesus, said Day, was not in His 
essential being, but in the life that with God’s help He achieved. 

He admitted that Lewis and the modern point of view depart from the 
standards of the Church. He follows Lewis in feeling that the familiar 
idea of the Incarnation involves an impossible disruption in the being of 
God and must be abandoned. Dr. Day claimed the right to appeal behind 
Church standards to the mind of Christ. He felt the review had failed 
because its appeal had been to the standards of the Church rather than to 
the mind of Jesus. 

At this point Dr. S. L. Mills interrupted saying: I challenge the faith 
of these men in the absolute deity of Christ. I would like to ask them: 
Do you believe in Christ’s absolute Godhood ? 

Dr. Day took the challenge personally and replied: “I believe in the 
Deity of Christ under the conception of activity.” He meant, of course, 
that he believed in the God-likeness of Jesus’ activity. Jesus’ life thus in 
certain respects develops the value of God for us; but the question of 
his fundamental being is evaded. This is precisely the position of Pro- 
fessor Drown. It is intellectually evasive and shallow, and, to use his own 
pragmatism against him, it has only the value of Unitarianism. 

The next two speakers did not discuss the book, they probably had not 
read it. They expressed their personal appreciation of Dr. Lewis in other 
connections ; but, inasmuch as Dr. Lewis was not under discussion, and 
was not personally referred to, these personal tributes were not significant. 
It has often happened that men of divergent views have had fine intellects 
and engaging personalities. Arius, who led the first Unitarian division in 
the Church was such. Such also were the leaders of the Unitarian session 
of a hundred years ago. But the attractiveness of a man’s personality, or 
even his spirituality does not prove the reliability of his opinions. It is 
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the views a man holds in the formative period of his life that are significant, 
and at that time Professor Lewis’ views were remote from what they 
are today. 

Dr. G. R. Powell 

After these personal appreciations came the critical discussion by Dr. 
G. R. Powell. It was Dr. Powell who attempted to defend the book 
without having read it. He read a little at the beginning, a little in the 
middle and a little at the end. From the end he copied Dr. Lewis’ glowing 
appreciation of Jesus, which he read as disproving the various criticisms 
presented to the meeting by the reviewer. 

In preparing the way for these paragraphs Dr. Powell said several 
things as follows: 

Sloan has misunderstood Lewis, he has not a sufficiently penetrating 
mind to understand him. 

Lewis is lopsided on the humanity of Jesus. Sloan is lopsided on his 
Deity. 

Day is too young to have an opinion. When he undertakes to distinguish 
between being and action, he does not seem to know that you cannot have 
action without being. 

Dr. Powell criticized the reviewer for defending Penal Substitution 
(which the reviewer not only did not do, but did not mention), and gave 
a very effective criticism of this theory of Christ’s redemptive work. 

He dogmatically announced that he did not believe the quotations and 
citations presented by the reviewer from Lewis’ book (rather a bold 
statement from one who himself had not read the book), and concluded 
with the glowing tribute to Jesus, which he called Dr. Lewis’ peroration. 


Dr. W. F. Conner 


After Dr. Powell came Dr. Conner. He endorsed the review of the 
morning saying: It is “a just review,’ of Professor Lewis’ book. Dr. 
Conner was not impressed with Dr. Powell’s glowing citation. He had 
read Lewis’ book, and knew that it did not present an Eternal Son of 
God Incarnate as those glowing paragraphs might have seemed to indicate, 
to one who was not informed. He said, “a deity achieved is more valuable 
than a deity at birth.’ Then he broke off suddenly, saying: I do not 
care to use the word deity, I use the word “divinity, I prefer it to deity.” 
He was so sure the review of Lewis was just, and that Lewis’ position 
was right that he said, “If Sloan goes about with this statement he will 
be doing the cause of Christ a service.” 


Dr. Ralph G. Urmy 
After Dr. Conner the discussion was closed by Dr. Ralph G. Urmy. 
He was not pleased with the morning. He felt that the whole matter was 
unimportant. It did not seem to matter to him whether Christ was 
presented as deity incarnate or as something else. “What of it?” he asked. 
Two things only were clear to him: one, that whatever Lewis had taught 
he had a right to teach it; the other, that Dr. Powell had done a fine 
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service in presenting what he called the other side of Dr. Lewis’ book. 
Said Dr. Urmy, we must maintain liberty of thinking in the Methodist 
Church. If the Methodist League for Faith and Life simply wants to 
discuss opinions, all right ; but if they mean to say to Dr. Lewis, if you want 
to teach among us “you must think according to the standards of the 
Church, it will be a calamity.” 

One interesting circumstance of the morning was the evident pleasure 
Dr. Duncan and Dr. Urmy felt in Dr. Powell’s citations which made 
Professor Lewis seem to teach the familiar doctrine of Christ’s person. 
Whatever Lewis taught was all right; nevertheless they were very glad to 
have him presented as teaching the historic view. Dr. Duncan could not 
repress his pleasure all the while Dr. Powell was reading, but voiced it 
softly to himself again and again. It must have been shocking to both 
of these brethren when they found Dr. Powell had not read the book, and 
that his quotation was of a rhetorically exaggerated passage, the glowing 
language of which was not sustained by the teaching of the volume as a 
whole. It all goes to show that neither of these men hold advanced views, 
and that they with many more are simply supporting the present trend in 
the Church with no clear appreciation of its significance. 

In Dr. Duncan’s case this was the more striking from his statement in 
moving the vote of thanks for the review. He said: I am opposed to 
all that the reviewer of the morning stands for, nevertheless I will fight 
to see to it that he has a fair hearing. Dr. Duncan is doubtless a sincere 
believer in the absolute Godhood of Jesus Christ. He rejoiced when Dr. 
Powell, by a misunderstanding (not having read the book), presented 
Lewis as holding a like view. If Dr. Duncan had listened to the review 
of the morning with an open mind he would have been shocked by its 
presentation of Professor Lewis’ divergent opinions. That he was shocked, 
in spite of himself, is proved by his pleasure in Dr. Powell’s mistaken 
quotations. That he did not take the facts presented in the review 
seriously simply goes to show that he had not listened with an open mind. 
His attitude had doubtless been a determination to accept Lewis regard- 
less of facts out of loyalty to the present administrative currents in the 
Church. This is the new TRADITIONALISM of many in the advanced 
group, but it is not often so clearly manifested as it was in Dr. Duncan’s 
case. 


The Reviewer in Rebuttal 


After Dr. Duncan the Editor was presented for the closing words. The 
next fifteen minutes were exciting moments; Dr. Powell became irrepres- 
sibly excited. The chair rapped in vain for order. Finally a brother 
got the floor and called for fair play. He said fools sometimes rush in 
where angels fear to tread and that some of the brethren had been playing 
that part this morning. They had undertaken to discuss a book without 
first having read it and now they had not the courage to keep still and 
take the drubbing that was coming to them. He moved that the meeting 
give the reviewer an uninterrupted hearing for his closing remarks. The 


HAVE YOU SENT IN YOUR RENEWAL? 
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motion carried unanimously and was enforced by the presiding officer ; 
notwithstanding, there was still some difficulty. 

The Editor’s points in rebuttal brought out the following items:. First 
he pointed out that Dr. Powell had not read the book, but by his own 
admission had only dipped into it here and there; that, consequently, he 
had not sufficient information to meet the carefully gathered facts of one 
who had not only read the book in question through three times, but had 
as well read those other books particularly referred to by the author as 
having helped his point of view. 

Dr. Powell interrupted saying it is a question of brains, and that he 
might be able to get more out of three slight dips into a book than the 
reviewer could by a careful reading. 

The reviewer countered by granting Dr. Powell’s self-announced intel- 
lectual superiority, but adding, that Professor Carlyon of Iliff had criticized 
Lewis for precisely these emotional rhapsodies so inconsistent with the 
intellectual basis of the book as a whole. Here is what Carlyon said: “I 
confess that his achievement of these traditions (the familiar evaluation 
of Christ) seems to me to have been made at the sacrifice of clear thinking 
and by the use of subleties of logic that get their seeming reality and force 
because of the labyrinthine maze in which the reader loses his way.” 
(Professor Carlyon in Iliff Life.) 

The reviewer also called attention to the fact that Dr. Conner, Dr. Day 
and Dr. Tinsley had all affirmed the accuracy and justice of the review. 
Second, he addressed Dr. Day pointing out that all action must have a 
ground in being. He said: the non-metaphysical God of Modernism is an 
evasion, not an explanation; and the non-metaphysical incarnation is the 
same thing. 

Third, he referred to Dr. Conner’s statement, that an achieved divinity 
was more valuable than one by birth, and that he objected to using the 
word deity of Jesus. He pointed out that a personality cannot start 
as a human being and become, at last, God. That Dr. Lewis does not 
teach anything of the kind. He teaches a human being who became 
more and more God-like until at last he had the expressional value of God 
Incarnate both for God and for men. This, said he, is what Lewis teaches, 
and all that he teaches. He doubtless does affirm that there was never a 
time when the idea that finally came to expression in Jesus was not; but 
this is affirming the eternity of an idea, and not at all the eternity of a 
personality. He further pointed out that Dr. Conner’s own objection to 
using the word DEITY about Jesus suggested a similar estimate of his 
person. No word can be too exalted or too personal to express the 
fundamental being of Jesus if a true incarnation is meant. The distinc- 
tion between DEITY and DIVINITY that prefers the word DIVINITY 
suggests something much less than the familiar Christian doctrine of 
Christ’s person. 

Finally the reviewer said that he would be glad to go behind 
the authoritative standards of the Church and discuss the mind 
of Christ; but that there had not been time for such a discussion, neither 
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was it necessary. The Methodist Church is a historic and corporate 
fact and every Methodist minister has pledged himself to its standards. 
It was here that Dr. Tinsley interrupted saying we never did anything of 
the kind, we only pledged ourselves to the New Testament. The reviewer 
replied: Dr. Tinsley, you are clearly wrong. We are pledged to the 
doctrinal standards of the Church. But, if you Modernists want to dissent 
from them, we challenge you to start a movement to change them, and 
we will meet you upon that question and settle it whether the Methodist 
Church has or has not a definite faith. 


Conclusions 

No one who believes in the true Incarnation as confessed in the creeds 
and established in the constitution of the Church can fail to see the 
seriousness of the situation here presented. 

We have the professor of Theology in one of the great, and, by tradition, 
the most conservative of the schools of Methodism (Drew Seminary at 
Madison) teaching what both those who agree with him, and those who 
differ from him alike, recognize to be practical Unitarianism. 

We have several of the leading ministers of our Church frankly con- 
fessing sympathy with these views; and we have one of them, a minister 
of prominence and influence, of clear thought and accurate speech saying : 
He does not care to use the word deity about Jesus. 

We have several others expressing open resentment toward the idea of 
enforcing the constitution and law of the Church. 

And we have others, who, themselves in sympathy with the Church’s 
faith, yet close their minds to facts and blindly support an unbelief they 
do not share out of loyalty to a certain lawless vogue that has gained a 
temporary ascendency in the denomination. 

This is the condition in one centre. It is doubtless the condition in 
many more. The leaders of the Church seem to fear to touch it lest they 
cause division. But there is no danger of division. There are a few 
thousand Unitarians in Methodism. They will have to leave us or recover 
their faith. The Methodist Church is a corporate entity. It has a history 
and standards. That some very prominent leaders have repudiated these 
standards does not repeal them. The Church has no intention of having 
them repealed. The confusion will last a little longer until the great body 
of believing clergy and laity realize what has been going on, and then it 
will be corrected. The two important things to do now are to keep one’s 
own faith vital, one’s own spirit poised, and to help get the facts through 
to the Church. 


The Tolerance of Modernism and the Tolerance 
of Pagan Rome 


N THE days of the Empire pagan Rome had a welcome for every 
religion except Christianity. Christianity it persecuted. 
Modernism manifests a similar attitude. It tolerates every degree and 
character of belief and unbelief save only HISTORIC CHRISTIANITY. 
If a man becomes aggressive for FAITH Modernism is hostile. 
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The case in point is the Presbyterian General Assembly, which can 
accept with pleasure Dr. Henry Sloan Coffin (a confessed Modernist), 
but appoints a committee to examine into the fitness of Professor Machen 
for the Professorship of Apologetics to which he has been recently elected 
at Princeton. 

The thing is glaring, one is tempted to say outrageous; but it must have 
an explanation. What is the explanation? 

We are inclined to think that it is this. The pagans of ancient Rome 
and the Modernists of the present day are alike in that they have no 
definite convictions. There is nothing in which either of them believe 
very definitely. The Empire said all religions are alike untrue, and all 
are alike useful to the state. But the primitive Christians believed in 
Christ in such a way as to make them challenge every religious and moral 
principle that denied or ignored Him. This attitude disturbed the 
Empire’s comfortable indifference and uncertainty. 

Positive Christian belief has an identical effect upon Modernists today. 
Modernism does not know. Modernism does not want to know. 
Modernism rejoices in indefiniteness and uncertainty. Modernism pre- 
fers value judgments to facts. Modernism would rather seek the truth 
than find it. Consequently when any individual or group becomes aggres- 
sive for the definite facts of FAITH Modernism is outraged, and all her 
indefiniteness is challenged. The liberal becomes illiberal, and toleration 
gives place to intolerance. 

The account of the positions taken by the recent General Assembly of 
the Presbyterian Church upon these matters will be an interesting case 
in point. We are indebted to Dr. Oswald T. Allis, Editor of the 
Princeton Review, for this account. 


The Recent General Assembly 
Rev. Oswatp T. ALiis 


The General Assembly of the Presbyterian Church (U. S. A.) 
recently in session in Baltimore was a notable one. “Loyalty” was 
strongly emphasized. This appeared in the nominating speeches for 
Moderator. And although he had received the support of the liberals, 
the successful candidate in his speech of acceptance asserted most 
emphatically his whole-hearted “loyalty” to the Standards. The impor- 
tant report of the Special Commission of Fifteen appointed to study the 
causes of unrest in the Church likewise contained statements regarding 
“loyalty” which could hardly be surpassed. Its closing recommendation 
was: 


“That this Assembly records its unshaken loyalty to the whole body of 
evangelical truth, and more specifically, that it declares its purpose to uphold 
the Constitution of our Church and to maintain the integrity of its historic 
and corporate witness to our Lord Jesus Christ as He is represented to us 
in the Scriptures, and to the system of doctrine set forth in the West- 
minster Confession of Faith.” 
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These words have no uncertain sound and if all its words and acts had 
corresponded, this would indeed have been a memorable Assembly. 

But they did not. The Moderator’s appointments included several 
liberals, one of whom had been regarded as a possible liberal candidate 
for Moderator and had declared that the Presbyterian Church ought to be 
“big enough” to include men who question the Virgin Birth. And New 
York Presbytery, which has been pronouncedly, if not defiantly liberal, 
was honored by having one of its commissioners made chairman of the 
important Bills and Overtures Committee. The Special Commission like- 
wise, despite all the evidence placed before it, nowhere expressly declared 
that “disloyal” utterances had been made by Presbyterians and that these 
were largely responsible for the unrest in the Church. But it did assert 
that there had been “misunderstandings” and “misrepresentations” which 
might or might not amount to “slander” or “libel.” This will naturally 
be interpreted as a rebuke to the loyal men who have exposed and com- 
batted the heretical utterances of the liberals. 

If “loyalty” abounded at Baltimore, “toleration” was still more in 
evidence. The President-elect of Union Seminary (Union deliberately 
broke away from the control of the Presbyterian Church and is perhaps 
the most radical seminary in the country) was reappointed to the Board 
of National Missions; and another prominent theologian of definitely 
liberal views was made a member of the Permanent Judicial Commission. 
Yet a committee was appointed to “investigate” Princeton Seminary, an 
institution justly renowned for its orthodoxy; and the election of Dr. 
Machen as Professor of Apologetics and Christian Ethics was not con- 
firmed. Various reasons have been assigned for the last mentioned acts. 
But the principal reason Princeton is under fire is that Dr. Machen and 
the majority of the Faculty and the majority of the Board of Directors 
of the Seminary are strongly opposed to the policy of broad toleration of 
the liberals for the sake of peace which is so earnestly advocated by many 
Presbyterians today. The action regarding Dr. Machen is a signal illus- 
tration of the fact that this “toleration” is meant for the liberals, not for 
the conservatives. Dr. Coffin’s defiant liberalism is to be condoned; Dr. 
Machen is to be rebuked for “intemperate” zeal in defense of the faith. 
Apparently it is far worse to be “temperamental” in defending the stand- 
ards of the Church than outspoken in attacking them. John the Baptist 
and Paul would hardly have been “approved” by this “tolerant” Assembly. 

The Presbyterian Church stands at the parting of thé ways. A few 
more assemblies as inconsistently “loyal,” as one-sidedly “tolerant,” as that 
at Baltimore and the liberals will be completely in control of the machinery 
of the Church. It is high time for loyal Presbyterians who constitute the 
great majority of the membership of the Church to awake to an under- 


standing of the situation and insist that “loyalty” to the Standards shall 
not be in word only but also in deed. 


Princeton, N. J. 
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The Question of Standards 


FORT has no strength without men to hold it. 

The same is the case with a STANDARD OF FAITH OR 
TRUTH. Standards have no real authority except as they are enthroned 
in the souls of men. 

With an identical constitution the Supreme Court of Indiana has 
rendered opposite decisions upon the same subject. The moral conscious- 
ness of the citizenship of Indiana was different, and explains the difference 
in the decisions. (We quote the fact from Vice-President Marshall’s 
“Recollections.” ) 

Supernaturalism is established in the constitution of every branch of 
the Protestant Church. Supernaturalism is the point of view of the 
Sacred Scriptures. Supernaturalism is the inevitable consequence of 
Theism. But supernaturalism is repudiated in the university world today, 
which happens to be at the present time mechanistic. 

With a disregard of law and trust, as flagrant as any other walk of life 
presents us with, Church leaders and theological teachers are repudiating 
the Biblical supernatural, and are seeking to force upon the Church a 
Unitarian and naturalistic point of view. They have no compunction of 
conscience in doing this because standards that do not live vitally in the 
souls of men are not authoritative whether in the Church or in the State. 

But, someone says, may not the university consensus be right? Is it 
not probable that the time has now come when the Church must drop her 
faith in the supernatural and adjust herself to the new point of view? 

We have two answers: (1) The university consensus has been 
repeatedly wrong, and has been changed again and again. Here are some 
examples. The university followed Deistic philosophy, and was wrong. 
It followed Tiibingen criticism, built upon Hegel, and was wrong. The 
Materialism of the late Nineteenth Century was wrong, as also was its 
Darwinian philosophy. (2) The university has no laboratory in which 
to test its philosophies. The Church has the laboratory of life. Theism 
and supernaturalism have been tested there, and have stood unchanged 
while the university world has been following the currents of opinion 
and contradicting itself in philosophy from generation to generation. 

The Church cannot afford to change its basis to suit the currents of 
university opinion. But the Church will do this inevitably, and in spite 
of its standards, unless these standards are built into the vital faith of 
every new generation. We need a new and empassioned doctrinal preach- 
ment. We need a new devotion to the truths of FAITH that will not 
be turned back even from fear of controversy or division. Without 
these things Protestant Christianity will inevitably follow its schools into 
Unitarianism and futility. 

Our fathers feared Theological Seminaries for this very reason; and 
unless we can find some way to order them, they may very well prove 
our undoing. It is not enough to have standards, and to have professors 
subseribe to these standards from time to time, as we do now. Our 


46 The Call to the Colors July-August, 1926 


The Call to the Colors 


Organ of the Methodist League for Faith and Life 


Published Monthly by the Methodist League for Faith and Life 
Editorial Office, 29 Warwick Road, Haddonfield, N. J. 
Mailing Address, 1709 Arch Street, Room 212 
Philadelphia, Pa. 


Entered as Second Class Matter, March 29, 1926, at the Post Office in 
Haddonfield, N. J., under the Act of March 3, 1879 


Minimum Membership Fee of $1.00 which Includes a 
Year’s Subscription to THe Cait To THE CoLors 


Subscription Separate from Membership $1.00 per Year. Single copies 10 Cents 


Editor, Harotp Paut Sioan, Haddonfield, N. J. 


standards must be a part of the passionate devotion of our whole body, 
and of our leaders. If our Bishops and Advocates and Secretaries will face 
every question except the one big question of our times, namely, the ques- 
tion of FAITH, the question whether Jesus Christ is truly God Incarnate, 
or is merely a wonderfully inspired human being, then we will follow the 
university trend into naturalism, Unitarianism and futility—THAT IS, 
WE WILL UNLESS THE MASSES OF OUR MEMBERSHIP 
AND MINISTRY RISE UP FOR FAITH AND COMPEL THE 
CHURCH TO FACE THIS VITAL QUESTION OF OUR AGE. 
Let us remember that constitutions and laws not sustained by the devo- 
tion of hearts are as futile as a fortress which no man keeps. 


Story of a Kentucky Mountain Meeting 
By Fiorence Etton N. SIncER 


Goer RED by tremendous hills, cut away from the outside world, 
there lies a little settlement of southeastern Kentucky, which lately 
has become “Holy Ground.” There farmers have each given a small 
piece of land on a beautiful hillside, overlooking the valley, to us, implor- 
ing that we build a church and school, and continue the work so very 
gloriously begun. The little school and other work has manifestly the 
seal of God’s approval set upon it. For your encouragement and cheer, 
I shall relate briefly the history-making events of this past week. 
Easter-time, Mr. Olmstead, who is Mr. F. J. Shayer’s son-in-law, and 
a clergyman of Southeastern Kentucky Conference, came over the 
mountains to visit us. Leaving his saddle bags on the floor of the cabin, 
he followed me to the humble district school room, where the young 
people were waiting. A few words from him, about the love of Jesus, 
who came to save, and help them live better lives and more victorious. 
The invitation was given, and immediately twenty-eight young folks were 
kneeling around the clergyman and teacher. It was the beginning of a 
glorious revival, which has shaken the whole settlement. Two of, the 
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mountain boys went up the hill and cut down a tree, with which they 
erected a wide altar, which has since become glorified by the young lives 
which have there surrendered to Jesus Christ. 

May the first was a beautiful day, and in the evening, the scene lighted 
by pine torches and bon-fires, with the dark mountains for background 
and grouped around an old well our young folks gave the pageant of 
“Rebekah at the Well.” People came for miles and miles to see it. They 
had never “dreamed of anything so lovely.” In the old pastoral setting 
so very familiar to them, lighted in the mountain fashion with pine knots, 
such as Abraham Lincoln used for his study lamps, the old story was 
reverently and beautifully given. At the end the hymn, now so precious, 
was sung, “I Can Hear My Saviour Calling,” with the answering chorus, 
“Where He leads me I will follow. Ill go with Him all the way.” It 
was a real consecration for each of those young people of the mountains. 

May the second was our crowning day, when our cup of joy overflowed. 
Early in the morning with sunrise came from up and down the creek, 
the many mules, horses and wagons bringing people for service. Many 
came also on foot. Since there is no church or building large enough for 
them to congregate in, we gathered under the templed hills for a church. 
Rey. Mr. Frakes, our splendid supervisor of the Kentucky mountain work, 
was in charge. When he asked the more than four hundred people present 
what they could do to help us, if they wanted us to come, the response 
was thrilling. The moments were electric with feeling, as one by one 
they promised in lieu of money, to haul logs, dig stone, haul and grub so 
that a church and school might be erected. After this service we all went 
reverently down to the creek where Mr. Olmsted baptised the young 
converts, who joined the church. The first Methodist Episcopal Church 
was organized in these mountains, which surround the “Kingdom Come” 
School, the section of the country made familiar to many of you by John 
Fox’s story, “The Little Shepherd of the Hills.” It was a blessed history- 
making day, with promises which almost stagger us. To you, brothers 
and friends of the Philadelphia Conference, I come with this challenge, 
to ask your prayers and support in this work. As I stand under this 
motto, “America for Christ,’ I ask you to help bring the Kentucky 
Mountains to Him. 

This story was originally told at the Philadelphia Preachers’ Meeting 
by Miss Singer, and written by her for the Carr. 


“What Is Disturbing the Methodists?” 


N THE issue of May 20th the Christian Century runs an article bearing 

this caption. It is interesting both on account of what the writer knew, 
and because of what he mistakenly thought he knew. 

One is often moved to wonder whether the Modernists are applying 
their principle of the substitution of vague, emotional values for definite 
facts, to the field of general history as well as to that of faith and religion? 
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The increasing moral and spiritual sway of Jesus through the centuries 
has for certain minds the same emotional value as the Easter fact. Because 
of this Modernists confess faith in what they call the ‘spiritual resurrec- 
tion” of Jesus substituting in their own mind our Lord’s increasing spiritual 
sway, which they feel to be the emotional equivalent of the Easter fact. 
Certainly it is not to be expected that men who are capable of such con- 
fusion of ideas in matters of faith will be able to write accurately even in 
matters of current fact and history. 

But turning to the Century article we find that it contains a number of 
things that are interesting, and several that are true. We will set forth 
a few of them with some brief comments. 


Wesley and Theological Opinions 


“Naturally, creed had no place in such informal bodies. The religious 
societies which came into being under Wesley’s magic touch made just one 
demand of their members—a desire to be saved from their sins.” 

Of course it is not true that Mr. Wesley was indifferent to theological 
opinions, or that his societies were totally without creedal foundation. 
His “Character of a Methodist” sets forth certain doctrines that are 
held by Methodists in common with all Protestant Christians as dis- 
tinguished from people of other religious beliefs. It also sets forth certain 
other beliefs that are a part of a man’s personal experience of salvation. 
These added together about cover the outline of beliefs that are central 
in the Christian faith of the centuries. They include: The Triunity of 
God, Father, Son and Holy Ghost; the Inspiration of the Scriptures; the 
Bible as the Rule of faith and practice; the absolute Godhood and 
eternity of Jesus; the Atonement, Redemption in His Blood, Justification 
by Faith; Sanctification; Immortality. In view of this fact, which any 
one can possess himself of by fifteen minutes’ examination of Mr. Wesley’s 
writings, the constantly reiterated Modernist misstatement that Mr. Wesley 
was indifferent to theological opinions, etc., must be regarded as true only 
in the emotional sense. That is, it has the emotional value of the truth 
for Modernists because it gives them a pleasurable sensation to write it. 

And now some further quotations from the Century: 


Radical Text Books—Motives 


“This preoccupation of the bishops with denominational peace and efficiency 
makes it extremely unlikely that there will be any great disturbance over 
theological issues in the church. Yet there is considerable restlessness in this 
respect, as any one at all acquainted with inside conditions can clearly discern. 
This uneasiness owes its presence to the percolation of liberal theological 
ideas into the second and third grades of the Methodist ministry. * * 
The chief cause of the theological ferment has been the five-year course of 
study which ministers who are not graduates of college and theological 
seminary must take. In this course, every Methodist preacher has been 
exposed to minds like A. S. Peake, Walter Rauschenbusch, Harry F. Ward, 
and Harris Franklin Rall. This may not be radicalism, but it is a long way 
from traditionalism. 

Ki SEN Sky Seach 


“And there have been men in the upper grade, themselves conservative, 
who have seen in the gathering unrest in the lower ranks the makings of an 


July-August, 1926 The Call to the Colors 49 


army at whose head they might ride to denominational control. At least one 
board secretary is prominently identified with the league for the preservation 
of the faith which the Methodist conservatives have now somewhat tentatively 
launched. Should the movement gather power, there may even be bishops 
who will bid for its leadership.” 


First of all we would call attention to the fact that there is a perfectly 
reasonable motive that might be actuating the conservative leaders who 
are promoting the Methodist League for Faith and Life beside that of 
desiring to “ride to denominational control,” namely, passionate devotion 
to the truths of Faith. 


Evangelicals do not hold truth as loosely as Modernists. Facts are not 
lost in cloud banks of their emotional equivalents; and the Easter fact, 
and those other facts which surround it might conceivably be really 
precious to men who truly believe them. 


Why then impute false or ambitious motives to men, when there are 
sincere and high motives that might be actuating them? Rome said four 
hundred years ago that Martin Luther projected the great Reformation 
because he wanted to marry anun. Doubtless that motive looked as certain 
to the Romans four hundred years ago as the ambitious motives of Evan- 
gelicals looks to the Modernists today. But motives are hard to prove— 
why then bring them into a discussion? Jesus said “Judge not that ye be 
not judged,” and this is in the small admittedly inspired section of the 
New Testament. Why then, my Modernist brethren, not practice at least 
that small portion of the Bible in which you believe? ‘ 


4 

Then again what does the Century mean by speaking of the League as 
“somewhat tentatively launched?” Did the Century write to any of the 
officers of the League to inquire as to its permanency, distribution, or 
growth? We are inclined to assume that they did not, for no officer of the 
League would have given them an impression that our organization was 
impermanent. The facts are that we are in every white English speaking 
Conference of the Methodist Church, that District Superintendents and 
other denominational leaders are joining in numbers, that our membership 
is generally distributed, that it is growing steadily, and that in the minds 
of the officers we are already thinking ten years ahead. No, this is another 
instance where words that give to our Modernist brethren the emotional 
equivalent of truth were written instead of the words of sober fact. 

But it is striking that this ultra~Modernist organ should put the same 
estimate upon the books in the Course of Study that is put upon them by 
the conservatives who criticised them to the Bishops and the Church. We 
agree absolutely at this point, and since Modernists do read their own 
literature widely we assume that this estimate was carefully made. When 
a modernist organ and a conservative criticism of any book or set of books 
are in perfect agreement it must take a very determined theological 
illiteracy still to insist upon it that they are standard. 

And now for two more quotations: 
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Bishop Blake 


“The stir caused by a single article recently printed indicates the ticklishness 
of the situation. The Methodists have a powerful denominational press. 
Even the American Mercury has admitted that their papers are well edited. 
For years, articles on theological issues have been about as conspicuous in 
these weeklies as laudations of the liquor traffic. But this year a bishop, no 
less, wrote an article in which it was intimated that a belief in the doctrine of 
the Virgin Birth was not so essential as some other things. The article 
appeared in every official Methodist weekly.” 


It is interesting to see that the Christian Century has noticed the 
theological barrenness of our Advocates. It is scarcely to be wondered at 
that conviction with respect to the truths of Faith is lowered in Methodism, 
when, while every fundamental of Faith is being denied, and the youth 
of the Church is in confusion not knowing which way to go, the Advocates 
maintain’a consistent silence. Whoever is responsible for this policy is a 
blind leader; nevertheless the Christian Century appraisal of the situation 
is about correct. But continuing the quotations: 

“The real trouble is that this is no moment for a bishop to be giving 
evidence, where it will reach the smallest congregations, that there is any- 
thing except the most assured orthodoxy ‘higher up.’ For a bishop to write 
an article of this kind just now is to hand a slogan, a platform, an issue, to 


the conservatives. And the job of a bishop is to eliminate issues, not to 
raise them.” 


We are bound to caution the Christian Century again about accuracy. 
The Virgin Birth was by no means the central question of the Bishop’s 
article, and he did not say that it was not as essential as some other things. 
He said it was not essential at all that men believed either in the Virgin 
Birth, the Bodily Resurrection, or the Propitiatory Sacrifice of Christ; 
indeed, he said it was not even important. 

The Bishop’s article, as he wrote it, surrenders the reliability of the 
Scriptures, and the whole content of Historic Christianity. It is not 
significant that the Bishop affirms in part his sympathy with the ideas 
whose authority he repudiates. Whether he believes them or does not 
believe them, he does not believe that they are the centre of Christianity, 
he does not believe that they are important ; and in saying this he repudiates 
the Christianity of the New Testament which says: “Christ died for our 
sins according to the Scriptures; and that He was buried, and that He 
rose again the third day according to the Scriptures.” * * * And “if 
Christ be not risen raised your faith is INANE; and ye are yet in 
your sins,” (Inane is the translation in Peshito). 

Then, too, we are rather shocked at the Century’s reproof of the Bishop. 
Tf he has surrendered the Christian Faith (as commonly understood) why 
should he insincerely suppress this fact? Is it consistent with that passion 
for truth, of which all Liberals talk so much, for a man to suppress his 
views because their expression will embarrass the policy of his denomina- 
tion? If Bishops are pledged neither to the truths they believe, nor to 
the truths their denomination is built upon they have no function what- 
soever. If the Church has any function, its function is to make the truths. 
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of Faith real to men. And if there is one man who more than any other 
is impossible, from the Church’s point of view, it is the man who is true 
neither to the Church’s faith nor to his own unbelief ; but who suppresses 
the Faith to which he has pledged himself, because he does not believe it, 
and the unbelief to which he has given himself because it is not policy to 
let his views be known. If there is an issue in the Church, let it come forth 
and be faced. There is no blight so deadly to religion as the blight of 
insincerity. The policy which the Century promulgates is lacking in high 
principle. If the men “higher up” are not orthodox it is no honest bishop’s 
part to suppress the fact. It is not the part of any honest man, be he 
bishop, minister, or layman, to eliminate issues. It is the part of every 
honest man to speak truth and to play fair. 

There is one final quotation that we want to present. With this one 
we entirely coincide: 


An Ecclesiastical Machine 


“Methodism is the most powerfully geared ecclesiastical machine which the 
Protestant world has ever known. Our age is always on the alert for power- 
ful machines. But we are already beginning to suspect that unless there is a 
living spirit within the wheels there is no sureness of salvation in machinery.” 


Yes, Methodism is a powerfully geared machine. It is democratically 
administered largely, and this fact is greatly to the credit of our bishops. 
But Methodism’s ecclesiastical machinery cannot vitalize her body. It 
never did vitalize her body. Methodism and every other Church that has 
achieved, has achieved because of the solidity and reality of its convictions. 
The springs of power in religion are a policy just the opposite of that 
enunciated by the Christian Century in its criticism of the Bishop’s frank 
statement of his divergence. Religion has slowed down. Religion will 
continue to slow down until men say what they believe with a fearless 
devotion. What the religious world needs is a baptism of sincerity and 
courage. If Modernists do not believe in the common Christianity of the 
centuries let them state frankly, and in clear language what they deny, 
and what they believe. Let them stop using words as a blind to hide their 
meaning rather than as.a means of its expression. If they do not believe 
in the Resurrection of Jesus let them say so unequivocally instead of seek- 
ing to becloud their denial with ambiguous expressions such as, “I believe 
in a spiritual resurrection.” Certainly, if they do this it will bring on an 
open conflict in the Church, that will speedily result in a division. But 
the costliness of division will be as nothing compared with the blight of 
unreality which is squeezing the life out of Faith. The Church handles 
things invisible and intangible but supremely precious. Humanity demands, 
and it has a right to demand that those who handle such values shall 
handle them with scrupulous sincerity. The curse of God will be upon 
those who for selfish or partisan policy become insensitive to these sacred 
obligations. Across the face of lives that thus sacrifice the most sacred 
things eternity will write the word ICABOD, whatever preferment men 


may have given to them. 
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It is time to ungear the Methodist machine. It will save the Church 
money in overhead, and will increase her vitality. Men cannot be driven 
in this democratic age, and it is certain that educated men cannot be driven. 
The preacher is an artist in the sense that his efficiency depends upon the 
inner flame. His program must be his own, his passion must be his own. 
There is only one way to speed him up, and that is to increase his convic- 
tion. The one office of the Holy Spirit in the world is to increase con- 
viction. The one abiding significance of Pentecost was that it produced 
a conviction amounting to moral certainty. There are three indispensable 
requisites to increased conviction, and they cannot come separately; they 
are: absolute sincerity, the baptism of the Holy Ghost, and the historic 
Gospel. 

Modernism is a curse in the religious world more because of its equivo- 
cations than because of its negations. Here is the spirit of Modernism: 
Promote negative ideas in the class rooms, and reprove a bishop for speak- 
ing openly what is industriously taught in secret. A bishop must not say 
anything that will let the people know that the men higher up are not 
orthodox. “His job is to eliminate issues, not to raise them.” There will 
be no speeding up of religion until this attitude is eliminated. Come, let 
us ungear the machine, and by impassioned sincerity speed up the souls 
of men. 


A Letter that Requested a Public Answer 


MONG the letters we received from Modernist and Modernizing 
ministers in the Methodist Church in response to the circular letter of 
May 7th was one that came late, and that requested a published answer 
to several propositions. We will reproduce the letter, so far as it set forth 
definite positions, including its comments upon our circular letter, and then 
briefly will undertake to make reply. The letter was in fine form, save 
that it had the characteristic modernistic attitude of talking down; but 
a point of view that labels itself PROGRESSIVE cannot avoid this. 

To our statement, that the authority of the Scriptures is denied, the 
letter replies: “But their value is emphasized.” 

To our statement, that the supernatural is dealt with haltingly, it 
replies: ‘Do you speak as one who knows all about the supernatural ?” 

To our criticism of that certain books in the Course of Study regard the 
Gospel as preached through the Christian centuries as a departure from 
the original teaching of Jesus, it replies: “Perhaps it is in many ways!” 

To our statement that Modernism is Unitarianism lacking the intel- 
lectual frankness of the earlier system, and that it will devitalize Methodism 
as Unitarianism devitalized the congregational Churches it replies: “Exag- 
gerated for the sake of propaganda.” 

To our statement of Professor Lewis’ view that Jesus was a human 
being, simply, who came progressively, and at death completely to grasp 
the divine, etc., it responds: “Not a bad position.” 

To our statement that Professor Rall presents Jesus as being mistaken 
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in his religious expectation, and that he groped his way uncertainly toward 
Calvary, the letter responds: “Perhaps.” 

To our statement that the Scriptures are presented as errant and unre- 
liable even as history, and that prevision is denied in the prophets of 
Israel, it responds: “I agree.” And then later with a pen, “Certainly, 
prophecy is forth-telling not fore-telling.” 

It commends to us Wesley’s sermon on the Catholic Spirit. 

It says that literalism is foreign to the spirit of Christ. 

It sets forth that our Church is making more converts than those split 
by controversy. 

It denies all scholarship to the fundamentalist position. 

It quotes Marie LeNarl’s poem: 


“God, in the name of Jesus’ blood and tears 
Loose us from slavish bondage to dead years 
To dogmas that, encrusted in the mould 
Of age, no virtue have save to be old!” 


It concludes: “I do not consider myself an extreme modernist. I con- 
sider extreme Modernism an evil. But to me the reactionary, superstitious, 
legalistic and blind irrationalism of the fundamentalist group is as foreign 
to Christ’s purpose as it is blinding to the big things of the Gospel and 
damning to the missionary enterprise.” 

First let us assemble this Methodist minister. 

He is one who regards: 

The Bible as valuable only, it being both errant and unauthoritative ; 

Prophecy as forth-telling to the exclusion of fore-telling ; 

Jesus as one who made mistakes even with respect to his religious 
message and expectations, as one who groped his way toward Calvary 
through uncertainties, and who is quite properly classified as simply a 
spirit-filled man rather than as God Incarnate ; 

The Gospel preached through the centuries as probably departing in 
many ways from the teaching of Jesus; 

The precious Christian Creeds as mould-encrusted dogmas, that have 
no virtue save that they are old; 

Himself asa MODERATE Modernist. 

We accept his classification of himself, save that we cannot understand 
the adjective; if this Methodist minister is a moderate, who short of an 
atheist could be extreme? 

He commends to us Wesley’s sermon on the Catholic Spirit. But it 
must be evident to anyone who has read that sermon’s trenchant criticisms 
of Latitudinarianism, which Wesley calls “the spawn of hell,” that he has 
not read it except in carefully selected Modernist quotations. 

He says that literalism is foreign to the spirit of Christ. But Christ 
said not a jot or a tittle could pass from the Law. And the distinction He 
makes between “letter” and “Spirit” is properly between the life-destroy- 
ing work of the Law, and the life-giving energy of the indwelling 
Paraclete. 
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He sets forth that our Church is making more converts than those split 
by controversy. This may be true. But our Church is making less con- 
verts than the Southern Baptists who are preaching the “traditional” 
Gospel, and preaching it in a very “traditional” way. 

He denies all scholarship to Fundamentalists. In this he shows the 
intolerant spirit in which he was educated in some of our schools; for a 
point of view that has such exponents as John Alfred Faulkner, Olin 
Alfred Curtis, Francis J. Patton, J. Gresham Machen, Robert Dick Wilson, 
Leander Keyser, A. T. Robertson, Bishop R. J. Cook, Bishop W. <A. 
Candler and scores more, can only be called unscholarly by one who is 
either a blind partisan or illiterate. 

He quotes an emotional poem that utters a blind undiscriminating 
abhorrence for the ancient creeds, simply because they are old, and that 
glorifies the new simply because it is new. We reply: It does not take an 
analytical mind to write: “Old paths for sheep, but new cut trails for 
men,” it just takes an emotionalist who glorifies change. 

A closing word. Is there not enough of startling challenge in this 
young minister’s confused point of view to awaken every quietist in the 
Methodist Church to the realization that we cannot send our young men 
away to college and seminary and train them into such negative and 
cramped views as these and then produce a sweeping revival of vital 
spiritual Christianity? This young man’s confused and Unitarianizing 
ideas are not a product of poor preaching in the home Church, or poor 
teaching in the home. They are a product of our official ministerial train- 
ing courses. The Church, not the young man, is to blame. We have 
allowed the wells to be poisoned where we sent him to drink the Water 
of Life. We are allowing them to stay poisoned, and are weakly saying, 
it might stir up strife to try to correct these conditions, it might hurt 
the world service offering. How the angels must weep at the spectacle of 
our timidity, time serving, and policy! 


Bishop McDowell on the Attitude Toward Law 


BeHOE WILLIAM FRAZER McDOWELL recently gave voice to 
the following sentiments in a different connection: ‘ 


“We believe that good laws ought to be obeyed and protected. We believe if 
a law is unjust or unfair it ought to be obeyed and amended by the proper 
Processes. We believe that if a law is unwise or imperfect it ought to be 
obeyed and by a proper process made perfect. But we believe that the 
basis of our relation to all laws is obedience and that only those persons or 
institutions which do faithfully obey the laws are in a position to attempt 
their amendment or improvement. In all this matter obedience to existing 
law is fundamental to good citizenship and the life of the Republic.” 


We would point out to him that what applies to Congress and the Vol- 
stead Law applies equally to the Commission on Courses of Study of the 
Methodist Church, and to all other officers of the Methodist Church. 
The Methodist Church has a body of law. It comprises the provisions of 
its constitution, and the various enactments of the General Conference. 
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The constitution establishes standards of faith which are obligatory and 
exclusive. The General Conferences of 1920 and 1924 reaffirmed these 
standards and specifically applied them to the Course of Study and to 
the educational institutions of Methodism generally. These provisions are 
being ignored and defied in the Church as boldly as the Volstead law 
and the Eighteenth Amendment are in the nation. The leadership of the 
Church cannot convincingly reprove lawlessness in the nation while tolerat- 
ing it in the Church. It is rather impressive while clergymen are going 
before law makers exhorting them to enforce the law of the land that at 
the very same time law makers are coming before clergymen calling upon 
them to enforce the law of the Church. Both need to be done with all 
possible speed, and the nation certainly has the right to expect the Church 
to lead the way. (The italics in the quotation are ours.) 

Modernism is as inimical to the constitution.and laws of the Methodist 
Church as wet sentiment is to the constitution and laws of the nation. 
Let us enforce the laws we have. If they are not right let us repeal them. 
If we have not the courage to do either, then in consistency let us cease to 
criticize the political leaders of the nation for faltering before precisely 
the same problem as that before which we are faltering ourselves. 
Political leaders shrink from dividing their constituency by facing a real 
issue that is not yet sufficiently developed to force its way. The Church 
leaders are holding back from the Modernist-Essentialist issue for pre- 
cisely the same reason. Both issues involve the integrity both of the law 
and of the constitution. Of the two issues that raised by Modernism 
is the more significant, since the things at stake are more significant and 
precious. 

Leaders of the Church, practice the same courage you would see in the 
state and in ten years the state will follow you. There is no other way to 
reform the state. Depend upon it the state will still play politics with 
principle ten years after the Church has ceased to do it. 


In the Theological World 


NOTHER month has passed, and once again the theological world is a 
world of life, of motion, of conflict, of victories, of defeats. And this 
is significant, it promises increased interest in religion. Action is always 
fascinating. We do not need to worry that there is controversy. An 
honest contest will never hurt the interest of men in the values of faith. 
We need not worry even though there is defeat at points, for even defeat 
helps to clarify the issue, and to crystallize sentiment. There are two 
dangerous personalities in the religious world: The Modernist who tries to 
becloud the issues at stake, and by the equivocal use of familiar words to 
deceive the uninformed, and the quietistic evangelical, who idly sits by and 
indolently says, “Let be, let us see if God will come and save.” We print 
some of the most important events, with the addition of some comments 
here and there. 
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Statistics of Religion 

Christian Work has given the following list of the world’s living 
religions: Hinduism, founded in 2000-1500 B. C., with 217,000,000 
followers; Judaism, founded in 1500-1200 B. C., with 11,000,000 fol- 
lowers; Shintoism, founded in 660 B. C., with 16,000,000 followers; 
Zoroastrianism, founded in 660 B. C., with 16,000,000 followers; Taoism, 
founded in 604 B. C., with 43,000,000 followers; Jainism, founded in 599 
B. C., with 1,000,000 followers; Buddhism, founded in 560 B. C., with 
137,000,000 followers; Confucianism, founded in 551 B. C., with 
250,000,000 followers; Christianity, founded in 4 B. C., with 557,000,000 
followers; Mohammedanism, founded in 570 A. D., with 230,000,000 
followers. Sikhism, founded in 1469 A. D., with 3,000,000 followers. 

These figures show that Christianity is the most numerous of the world’s 
religions, and that it is the next but two to the youngest. Of course, 
there is a sense in which Christianity might be dated from its historical 
springs in the revelation of God to Abraham, which would make it almost 
the oldest of the world’s great religions. It would seem better to date the 
actual rise of the Christian religion from the resurrection of Jesus or else 
from the day of Pentecost. The Gospel fact was completed at the Resur- 
rection and Ascension of Jesus. The Gospel power began with Pentecost. 
Five hundred and fifty-seven million Christians—if this vast mass of human 
life could actually be vitalized, if it could be gotten actually to build its 
life upon its faith, the world could be transformed immediately into the 
Kingdom of God. THERE IS ONLY ONE REAL PROBLEM IN 
THE WORLD, IT IS TO GET CHRISTIAN MEN AND WOMEN 
ACTUALLY TO ENTRUST THEMSELVES TO THE CHRIST OF 
THEIR FAITH. 


An Illustration of the Current Evasion 


The Bible Champion reports that Dr. Cadman was asked recently 
whether Thomas the doubting apostle really placed his hand in Christ’s 
pierced side. Instead of answering the question directly he said: 

“Tf you want to know that Christ has risen from the dead, there is one 
way to find it out. You follow the Master through Lent in your service 
sacrifice and devotion. Nail your favorite sin to the cross and let it die.” — 

We protest that this was not a fair answer, and that to emphasize a 
religious and moral emotion is no substitute for developing intellectually 
a historical fact. This type of evasion is neither profound nor wise. The 
fact is that the Christ of experience has his origin in the Christ of history, 
and that He has His permanence in the same place. If we surrender the 
Christ of history, the next generation will surrender the Christ of expe- 
rience. The Resurrection of Jesus is either a fact or a fable. If it is a 
fact it should be treated as a fact. If it is a fable it should be treated as 
a fable. One may still believe in the immortality of the soul because of 
man’s partial capacity for it, and because of his insatiate longing for it; 
but developing these longings of the soul is no reason why we should 
muddle the historical approaches to faith. 
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Professor Rall, Exchange Lecturer at 
Hebrew Union College, Cincinnati 


Dr. Rall of the Garrett faculty was exchange lecturer recently at the 
Hebrew college in Cincinnati. Dr. Rall’s subject was “The Meaning of 
Christianity.” One wonders whether Professor Rall presented Christ as 
very God Incarnate, born of the Virgin, crucified an Offering for Sin, 
Risen, Ascended, Reigning, Returning? If he did not, he may have repre- 
sented himself, or his school, but he did not represent the Methodist 
Episcopal Church or Historic Christianity. 


The Special Creation of Man 


The Southern Baptist Association has declared for the special creation 
of man, repudiating any form of the theory of evolution so far as it con- 
cerns man’s origin and requiring teaching within their association to 
conform to this point of view. We sympathize with their opinion, and 
yet are hesitant as to the wisdom of their action. It is certainly true that 
science has not even made a good beginning toward a proof of the animal 
ancestry of man. It is equally certain that accurate thinkers must resent 
the over statement of the evolutionary protagonists. Again it is certain 
that the doctrine of evolution lends itself to pantheism, and can with 
difficulty be adjusted to theism. Once more it is certain that the ethical 
influence of the evolutionary theory has not been good. Nevertheless, we 
always shrink from having new confessional elements added to the 
standards of faith. The primitive deposit unquestionably has corollaries 
or consequences, the Roman Church thought it was unfolding these very 
corollaries. History has not sustained what was doubtless Rome’s sincere 
belief. Protestantism it seems to us, will do better to maintain the 
primitive standards unamended, and keep all corollaries or conclusions 
from that original deposit simply as unauthoritative opinion. 


Professor McGiffert Retires from Union 


Professor McGiffert has retired from the presidency of Union Theo- 
logical Seminary, and his place has been taken by the well-known Modernist 
pastor of the Madison Avenue Presbyterian Church of New York City. 

We rather regret the change. Professor McGiffert was thorough going 
in his negations. In his “The God of the Early Christians,” 1924, he 
presents to Christian thought a non-theological reconstruction of Chris- 
tianity from which the question of whether Jesus is very God Incarnate 
is simply lost out as a question devoid of any meaning. Average men can 
understand such a position, but the equivocations of the more moderate 
Modernists, who affirm Christ to be divine, and do not mean it, are very 
confusing. 

A Liberal Protest Against the Equivocal 
Use of Christian Terms 
Appropriate to the matter referred to above is this protest of a liberal 


against the equivocal use of theological terms by those of his own school 
of thought: 
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Epiror THE CHRISTIAN CENTURY: 

Srr: Dr. Lynch’s article on “Dr. Merrill and the Fundamentalists,” in 
your May 13 number, illustrates again the irritating habit on the part of many 
Modernists, of using ambiguous language and then taking an attitude of 
injured innocence when the orthodox accuse them of denying certain tradi- 
tional articles of belief. One is loath to make a charge of misrepresentation, 
but the only alternative is that it is a strange and inexcusable confusion of 
thought, fostered by the necessities and difficulties of the Modernist’s position 
in the orthodox churches. The same thing was done when Dr. Fosdick wrote 
to the Presbytery of Philadelphia that he believed in the deity of Christ. The 
method seems to be to insist on using the traditional phrase (“deity of 
Christ,” “resurrection,” “atonement,” etc.) but carefully to refrain from 
pointing out that the Modernist means something different by it. When the 
typical Union Seminary liberal says he holds “the deity of Christ,” it would 
be truer to say that he holds something which he considers the equivalent of 
the traditional doctrine. The Modernist usually means that Jesus was a 
human personality so under the control of the spirit of God that the human 
character of Jesus is a valid picture of the character of God. But the tradi- 
tional doctrine is something else, viz., that Christ himself, before His birth 
on earth, existed in eternity as one member of the Trinity, that He himself 
chose to appear in human form, that since His birth on earth He is a kind 
of double personality, with a human and a distinct divine nature, that His 
divinity is therefore different in kind from the general indwelling of God in the 
human race. What the typical liberal, therefore, calls “the deity of Christ” 
is just what the traditionalist calls “denying the deity of Christ.” That 
Dr. Merrill holds the typical Modernist position is likely, not only from his 
saying “Jesus Christ as the supreme and authoritative revelation of God” 
(the orthodox position requires much more than that) but from the fact 
that in a sermon on the apostles’ creed some years ago he regretted the 
expression “his only son.” 

The Fundamentalist is entirely within his rights, therefore, in saying that 
the liberal denies what has always been meant by “the deity of Christ,” 
whether or not he chooses to use the phrase. 

Exprep C. VANDERLAAN 
_ of Wallkin, N. Y. 
in the Christian Century 


Dean Athearn on the New Determinism 


Dean Athearn has uttered a fine warning against the serious threat of 
a new determinism now being pressed upon the world by the new 
Psychology. We quote him: 

“Tt is fitting that Boston University should devote its resources to the 
development of a national system of religious education. Boston University 
is an outstanding center in America for theistic teaching. 

“Behavioristic psychology and pragmatism, instrumentalism, naturalism, and 
materialism in philosophy are profoundly influencing the academic life of 
America today. The biological sciences are being substituted for psychology, 
theology and philosophy. Already leaders of religious education are facing 
the problem of keeping religious education religious. The religious and 
philosophical departments of Boston University interpret their problems from 
the viewpoint of personalistic philosophy.” 

The great influence of Professor Bowne is likely to become more and 
more a saving influence in Boston, so far as the personalistic and theistic 
point of view is concerned. Boston men seem to have uniformly a 
markedly personalistic point of view. 

But it should be remembered that Christianity is not only personalistic, 
it is also redemptive. Indeed, it may be questioned whether a religion can 
long remain personalistic without being redemptive. Sickness, pain, age, 
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calamity and death are a part of the very constitution of nature. Ina 
personalistic universe they must be morally interpreted. We cannot 
escape from Paul’s sentence, “and death by sin.” But if pain, age and 
death is God’s judgment upon sin, it is redemption or despair. 

The Church needs not simply to have religion protected from behavior- 
istic psychology and pantheistic philosophy, which would destroy all free- 
dom, all personality, and all responsibility; but the Church needs to have 
its redemptive faith protected from being toned down into a mere religion 
of man’s self-poised effort at goodness. Let Boston lead the way in this, 
and it will be doing not only a religious, but a Christian service. The 
touch-stone of Christianity is JUSTIFICATION BY FAITH ALONE, 
it is this great truth and all that it implies that the Christian Church needs 
to have built into the life of the younger generation. 


We Ought to Have a Conference of the League that Will 
Represent Every Section 


E OUGHT to have a conference of the League that will represent 

every section. Our membership is well distributed. There is no state 
that does not have some members. Most of the states have a goodly number. 
In the east and some centres of the west we could organize chapters with a 
hundred members each. It ought to be done. The chapters ought to 
meet and elect local officers as provided by the constitution, and arrange 
to send at least one delegate to a convention of the whole League. A city 
in the middle west is the reasonable location for such a convention. It 
ought to be scheduled for a week end, to convene Saturday morning and 
adjourn Sunday evening. Sunday could be made a day of passionate 
Evangelical preaching in every Church that would be opened to the 
League delegates. 

Think these things over, and write in your suggestions to the League 
office. The general officers will be glad for your assistance and judgment 
in facing the question of such a general meeting. 

Where ought it to be convened? 

What would be the best time? 

What subjects should be discussed before it? 

How could we secure a representation from every section of the 
League? 

Could it be entertained in the homes of the local Churches? 

Would a gathering of a hundred be large enough to be representative ? 


Remember Modernism is not Christianity—it is a NEW RELIGION. 
It is a minority in Methodism. The overwhelming majority both of our 
ministry and laity are quiescently loyal to Faith. If we can organize for 
decisive action now we will save the Church with little loss. If we 
allow Modernist negations to be pressed upon our ministers and member- 
ship for a generation longer we will only be able to save the Church by 
dividing it. CERTAINLY DIVISION WOULD BE BETTER THAN 
UNITARIANISM, but there is no need of either if Evangelicals will 


‘ae - SEND IN YOUR THOUGHT 


\ 
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stand firm, get together, and accomplish an effective expression within 
the Church. 

Write in your opinions to the office. They will be very helpful to the 
general officers in planning for the League. 


Books That Every Minister Should Read 


The Leaven of the Sadducees, by Ernest Gordon. Published by the Bible Insti- 
tute Colportage Association, Chicago, IIl. 

. Dr. Gordon wrote the greatest single book produced by the Temperance 
Reform. His present volume is, like that other one, an encyclopedia of facts. 
It reviews the Unitarian secession from the Congregationalism of New England, 
making clear both its dreadful unfairness and its spiritual blight. It shows how 
Modernism (a new Unitarianism) is similarly capturing the Sunday School 
Association, the colleges, the seminaries, and even the hymn books of the 
Protestant Churches. It cites in some detail the teaching of some of the 
Modernist professors. 


What is Faith? by J. Gresham Machen. Published by The Macmillan Company 
of New York. 

Dr. Machen was until recently Assistant Professor of New Testament Litera- 
ture and Exigesis in Princeton Theological Seminary. He has just now been 
elected to the professorship of Apologetics in the same institution. He is a 
great Christian scholar, an author of many volumes, a most popular professor 
on the Princeton campus., His volume is within reach of the lay as well as of 
the clerical mind. His defense of the great central evangelical truths against 
the confusing equivocations of Modernism will be most helpful to any reader. 


The Silence of St. Paul, by Bishop R. J. Cook, of the Methodist Church. Ptb- 
lished by the Macmillan Company of New York. 

Persons interested in the Virgin Birth will want to get this new book which 
the publishers are bringing out in the fall. Bishop Cook’s wide scholarship, as 
well as the striking point of view from which he approaches his subject, will 
make this new volume most valuable to all students of the question of the Virgin 
Birth of Jesus. ; 


Scientific Criticism of the Old Testament, by Robert Dick Wilson. Published 
by the Sunday School Times Publishing Company of Philadelphia, Pa. 

Dr. Wilson is one of the great scholars of the day. He was given a warm 
reception last summer in the great university centres of England. His book is 
one of telling facts most embarrassing to the documentary hypothesis of the 
origin of the Old Testament. It is easily readable even by the lay mind. 

The God of the Early Christians, by Arthur Cushman McGiffert. Published by 

Charles Scribner’s Sons, New York. 

Dr. McGiffert is a Modernist, and this book which was published in 1924 
makes clear the conclusions to which Modernism leads. The substitution of 
emotional values or equivalents for the great truths of faith can only lead to 


intellectual contusion and scepticism. Dr. McGiffert’s latest work will make no 
converts to his position. 


The Problems of Origins: Whence Came the Uni i 
3 ins: niverse? Whence Came Life 
eee Ay hence Sepa Ment A Bienes Discussion of the Doctrines of 
volution by Leander S. Keyser, A.M. / illan 

Company, New York. $2.00. i ee ees ta 
r. Keyser is Professor of Systematic Theology j [ ivini 

3 s Toy atl gy in Hanna Divinity School, of 
the Lutheran Church. He is a voluminous reader, a great intellect, a beautiful 


spirit. You think of St. John when you meet Dr. Keyser St. P vhen 
you read bids ry . Keyser, and of St. Paul whe 


“New York FD by Erancis Ll. Patton, DD) | Whe Macmillan Company, 
r. Patton was President of Princeton University fr 3 2 en 
became President of Princeton Theological School, aie age ont tor ake 
most incisive minds in the Protestant Christian Church. He is also a man of the 
broadest information. Dr, Patton's book has five chapters as follows: “The 
Theistic View of the World,” “The Seat of Authority in Religion,” “The New 
Christianity,” “The Person of Christ,” “The Pauline Theology.” 


